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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADCGUARTERS
MILITARY TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT COMMAND
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20315

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF:

MI-C 17 MAY 1979

SUBJECT: Report on Analysis of Military Traffic Management Command
(MTMC) Participation in thie REFORGER '79 Exercise

THRU: HQDA (DACS-ZB)
WASH DC 20310

10: HQDA (DACS-ZA)
WASH DC 20310

1. The inclosed report is designed to analyze MIMC efforts in support of
the Return of Forces to Germany (REFORGER) '79 exercise., This was the
fourth REFORGER exercise, starting with REFORGER '76, in which the surface
transportation system was used to ship equipment of elements of major US
Army units to Europe and return.

2, Of particular note during this REFORGER were severe winter weather
challenges presented to all concerned during both deployment and redeploy-
ment. This was the first REFORGER exercise involving sealift conducted
under such conditions, and it provided valuable experiences which should
benefit planning for a winter contingency operation. Additional challenges
resulting from late vessel changes forced significant load planning and
ship schedule adjustments. Despite these handicaps, all aspects of the
equipment deployment and redeployment were conducted with the same
professionalism shown in past exercises.

3., The true worth of REFORGER '79 rests in the training realized by all
participants. All of the participating units, transportation agencies,
and support personnel gained valuable experience that will serve them
well in future exercises or in the event of contingency operations.

4., This report has been provided to all aggncies that participated in
this exercise and to others with a professional interest. It is my hope
that the findings and recommendations will be of.walue in future strategic

mobility planning.

1 Incl
a8 Major General, USA
Commanding
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ABSTRACT

This analysis documents MTMC participation in the REFORGER 79
exercise, It evaluates MTMC planning for and execution of its role in the
surface deployment and redeployment of the military equipment of major
elements of the 1st Infantry Division (Mech) and the 1st Cavalry Division,
with supporting units to Furope and return to home station. Subject areas
covered include: pre-exercise staffing planning,; shipload and prestow
planning; unit port call and installation outloading, to include pre-exercise
rail outloading training; CONUS line-haul operations; CONUS SPOE and
SPOD operations; European SPOD and SPOE operations; cargo documenta-
tion procedures; and conclusions and recommendations. As in previous
REFORGER exercises, REFORGER 79 demonstrated that the United
States surface transportation system is capable of supporting major
military unit deployments.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1. Objective. To analyze MTMC participation in the REFORGER 79
exercise.

2. Scope. This analysis is an evaluation of the MTMC role in the surface
deployment of REFORGER 79 unit equipment to Europe and its return to
home station. Detailed discussions of those elements of the surface trans-
portation system over which MTMC exercises supervision are included.
Covered are subjects such as pre-exercise staff planning, rail outloading
training, rail outloading, highway convoys, rail and port operations, and
ship loading. Cargo documentation procedures are given special attention
in this report.

3. Background. REFORGER 79 was the fourth in a series of REFORGER
exercises that included the surface transportation of significant amounts
of military cargo to Europe and return. It was the first of that series,
however, to be conducted in the winter, when weather significantly affected
both CONUS and European operations.

4. Conclusions. Exact planning and professional execution by all partici-
pants, from deploying units to commercial operators-and military trans-
porters, were responsible for the success of this REFORGER deployment.
While not without its challenges, REFORGER 79 again proved that lessons
learned during previous exercises were invaluable in avoiding past mistakes
and insuring the success of future operations. The training realized as a
result of REFORGER 79 added immeasurably to the pool of strategic
mobility expertise of the DOD. This indicates that, during REFORGER 79,
MTMC again performed in a most professional manner.

5. Summarized recommendations. It is recommended that:

a. Hazardous and sensitive cargo be afforded the care, segregation,
special handling, and documentation that it demands and that deploying
units be advised of the seriousness of not complying with these require-
ments.

b. Shipping units comply with coordinated call-forward requirements
to insure that cargo arrives at the POE in the sequence required for further
outloading. Failure to follow call-forward procedures hampers POE oper-
ations and could result in cargo not being accommodated.

c. Equipment stowed in vehicle cargo beds be secured to preclude
personal injury or equipment damage. Failure to properly secure equip-
ment in VEHCAR space compounds loading problems at POE and often re-
sults in rejection of railcar loads by rail inspectors.
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SECTION 1

INTRODUCTION

l.  Subject. Analysis of MTMC participation in the REFORGER 79 ex-
ercise,

2. Objective. To analyze MTMC participation in REFORGER 79 and to
improve transportation procedures and services in support of deploying
units.

3. Scope. This analysis is limited to the deployment and redeployment

of the equipment of the 2d Brigade, lst Cavalry Division, selected elements
of the lst Intantry Division, and miscellaneous supporting units for which
MTMC had transportation planning and/or support responsibilities. Those
REFORGER 79 operations that were not the responsibility of MTMC were
evaluated to the extent necessary to identify transportation problems with-
in the cognizance of MTMC. Specifically, with reference to REFORGER
79, the Commander, MTMC, was responsible for:

a. Providing transportation planning support to the Office, Joint
Chiefs of Staff (OJCS), the unified and specified commmands, and the mili-
tary services.

b. Providing traffic management support for the movement of equip-
ment and personnel within CONUS.

c. Arranging for the utilization of commercial ocean terminals with-
in CONUS.

d. Controlling and coordinating the movement of equipment into and
out of CONUS water terminals.

e. Supervising both deployment and redeployment in CONUS water
terminal operations, consisting of equipment receipt, segregation, staging,
and loading.

f. Providing technical liaison and assistance to the appropriate host-
nation authorities in unloading equipment and in associated handling, stag-
ing, processing, accounting, and documenting functions in Furope.

g- Receiving, staging, and loading cargo at Furopean ports during
redeployment.



4. Study paramoters.  he following phases of REFORGER 79 aro keyed
to one ar more of the aforomentioned responsibilities and are documented
in this analysin:

4. Conceptual and operational planning

b, Shipload planmng

¢, REFORGER 79 cargo documentation

d. Untt deployment from CONUS

. Cargo discharge at Furopean ports

. Redeployment port operations in Furope

R-  Discharge in CONUS and return to home station

h.  The effect of winter weather on transportation operations

5 Background. In October 1976, Commander in Chief US Army Furope
(CINCUSARKEURY), first outhined the concept of a winter rather than a fall
REFORGER exercise.  This was to provide training in Furopean winter
weather, using pre-positioned materiel configured to unit sets (POMCUS)
cquipment; also, it was to be a winter test of the lines of communication,

A five-mancuver battalion brigade task torce from the lst Cavalry Division,
olements of the lat Infantry Division, the 34th Fogineer Battalion, and other
supporting units were designated to deploy by sea. (Later, the 34th Fngi-
neer Battalion was deleted from the troop list because its inclusion would
have resulted in additional sealift requirements. ) REFORGER 79 continued
the concept of sea and air transport emiployed in REFORGER exercises
since 1976. Use of Furopean host-nation support agreements was again to
be a vital element of operations.
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SKCTION 11

REFORGER 79
PRE-EXERCISE STAFF PLANNING

1. Conceptual planning.

a. In October 1976, CINCUSARKUR first outlined the concept of
conducting the 1979 REFORGER exercise during the winter rather than in
the fall, as in previous years. A winter exercise would provide Furopean
winter-weather training tfor dual-based forces and would exercise POMCUS
equipment under winter conditions. During the following year, plans for
REFORGER 79 were developed by CINCUSARKFUR, in coordination with
Supreme Allied Commander Furope (SACKUR) and other oversea com-
manders. In October 1977, CINCUSARFUR provided Headquarters, De-
partment of the Army (HQDA) an expanded and revised concept, with broad
objectives, phasing, and an initial troop list.

b. In November 1977, US Commander in Chief Furope (USCINCEUR)
refined his exercise plan by expanding his concepts to include a proposal
to use NATO-country vessels to ship US equipment. In December 1977,
Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) responded to USCINCEUR's proposal to use
NATO shipping in REFORGER 79 by referencing the 1904 Cargo Pre-
ference Act, which authorizes the use of foreign-tlag shipping to carry US
military equipment only when there is insufficient US-flag shipping capa-
bility. The use of NATO shipping for sealift was, therefore, not approved.

¢c. MIMC received the REFORGER 79 warning order from
CINCUSAREUR on 28 February 1978, This warning order confirmed that
the use of NATO vessels to transport US equipment was not to be considered
and noted that the troop list would not be changed "unless absolutely cs-
sential because of unforeseen circumstances. ' The major troop list units
included the 1st Infantry Division (Mechanized) (-) and a brigade from the
Ist Cavalry Division. Tasking for MI'MC's Transportation Terminal Group
Furope (TTGE) -- to discharge ships, to document port clearance tor de-
ploying and redeploying REFORGER equipment and cargo, and to provide
necessary liaison to respective host-nation port authorities -- was included
with the tasking of USARFEUR's 4th I'ransportation Brigade, The warning
order not.d also that the final operations order would be published in June

1978,

d. Declassification guidance tor the exercise was announced by
CINCUSAREUR in February, with an effective date of 1 April 1978, ltems
such as aerial and water ports for deployment/ redeployment of troops and
equipment, as well as the designation of CONUS deploying units, were

4



declassified. CINCUSAREUR cautioned, however, that press releases
would be authorized only by Assistant Secretary of Defense for Public
Affairs.

e. In late February, CINCUSAREUR requested that FORSCOM for-
ward vessel equipment lists NLT 21 March 1978. Requested data, by
vessgel type, included the number of:

(1) Convoyable wheeled vehicles
(2) Tracked vehicles

(3) Helicopters

(4) Trailers

(5) Outsize pieces of equipment

Commander, Ist Infantry Division was designated as Commander in Chief
Army Readiness Command's (CINCARRED) action agent for REFORGER
79 by Commander, Forces Command (FORSCOM), and was requested to
provide MTMC with equipment and cargo data for sea deployment of forces
as soon as possible to meet CINCUSAREUR's 21 March 1978 suspense.

f. HQ MTMC, on 2 March 1978, advised the Military Sealift Com-
mand (MSC) that MTMC would conduct a sreliminary shipload analysis and
develop vessel equipment lists as soon as cargo and ship availability data
became available. I'o accomplish this, MTMC requested that the vessels
to be used be formally named. MSC replied that for planning purposes, the
GTS Admiral Williamm M. Callaghan (hereafter called GTS Callaghan) and
the USNS Comet were assigned to REFORGER 79, MSC noted that ship
assignments might change when cargo requirements were finalized.

(1) An initial REFORGER 79 planning conference, scheduled by
CINCUSAREUR, was held at HQ USAREUR, Heidelburg, Germany, 2 through
8 April 1978. Since one of the major points of discussion would be recep-
tion operations at seaports and airports, the 21 March suspense for ship-
load information had to be met.

(2) HQ MTMC, in coordination with MTMC T ransportation Engi -
neering Agency (MTMCTEA) and HQ FORSCOM, established 15 March 1978
as the suspense date for receipt of equipment data. Upon receipt of these
data, MTMCTEA was to conduct a shipload analysis for presentation at a
20 March 1978 coordination meeting at HQ MTMC, There, shiploads were
to be finalized and the results of decisions dispatched by message to all
concerned.



g On 10 March 1978, the lst Infantry Division provided MTMC a
pross estimate of unit equipment for sea deployment in REFORGER 79,
This gross listing totalled approximately 67, 000 MTON of cargo, ex-
ceeding the planned shipping capacity (GTS Callaghan and USNS Comet)
by some 31,000 MTON. Con.mander, FORSCOM, was immediately ad-
vised of this ship shortfall and was requested to establish the priorities
for the major units scheduled for deployment., ['he order of priority was:
Ist Infantry Division, lst Cavalry Division, and the 34th kngineer Bat-
talion.

HQDA was advised of the shipping shortfall and subsequently requested
that MTMC infornm MSC of the additional shipping requirements and obtain
MSC's position on availability of additional sealift. Meanwhile, HQ
FORSCOM directed the lst Infantry Division to provide a detailed listing
of equipment to MTMCTEA by the 15 March 1979 suspense date.

h, At HQ MTMC, on 20 March 1978, representatives from lst In-
fantry Division, lst Cavalry Division, and 13th COSCOM reviewed and dis-
cussed MITMCTEA's analysis of the detailed equipment listings. The
analysis indicated that five vessels would he required to deploy listed
equipment by sealift during REFORGER 79, The detailed cargo listing
contained over 21, 000 STON (64, 449. | MTON) of eqiipment. The two
vessels previously identified by MSC (G1T'S Callaghan and USNS Comeg)
were load-planned tirst, and the remaining cargo was assigned to a third
RORO and two Seatrain vessels as the tentative 'best vessel mix. " In
view of the shortfall in available lift, USAREUR was requested to advise
MTI'MC of any possible changes to units or equipment that would reduce the
need for additional shipping. MSC was requested to advise MTMC on
availability of three additional vessels required to deploy Army equipment.

i. By the end of March, MSC had advised that Navy funding for ad-
ditional shipping, otherthanfor the GTS Callaghan and USNS Comet, might
not be available. USAREUR representatives, at the initial planning con-
terence held in lleidelburg, Germany, 2 through 8 April 1978, stated that
the cargo requirement remained valid. USAREUR stated that they were
committed to employing a restructured brigade in Kurope and that they
strongly supported the five-ship requirement. USAREUR also noted that
the shortfall would have to be resolved by the second planning conference,

to be held 23 through 29 July 1978. MSC provided MTMC with an alternative

ship mix based on availability of the ships, cost of utilization, and speed
capability. The priority of the proposed ship mix was:

(1) Three MSC ROROs, two Challenger class C4 breakbulk (B/B).

(2) Three MSC ROROs, two Transcolorado class C4 heavy-lift

B/ B.
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(3) Three MSC ROROs, two Pride Class C3 B/ B (ex-Moore-
McCormack) ships from Ready Reserve Fleet (RRF).

(4) Three MSC ROROs, any two B/B types from above mixes.

J- Discussions between MTMC and FORSCOM action officers after
the preliminary analysis resulted in a revised FORSCOM-provided equip-
ment list, Deleted from the 15 March 1979 list were: all helicopters, the
522 Military Intelligence Battalion, andthe 34th Engineer Battalion. This
information was passed to MTMCTEA on 22 May 1978 for use in analyzing
the MSC-propused alternative ship mixes. FORSCOM was further request-
ed to review all cargo/unit equipment data previously provided and advise
MTMC of any further changes. Toward this end, the lst Infantry Division
hosted an action-officer-level conference, 7 through 8 June 1978, at Fort
Riley, Kansas. Subsequently, representatives from FORSCOM, lst In-
fantry Division, Il Corps, and lst Cavalry Division attended a conference
at HQ MTMC on 12 June 1978 to review the results of the 7 through 8 June
1978 conference. MTMCEA and MTMCTEA also attended., During this con-
ference MTMCTEA representatives conducted a second shipload analysis
based on the latest ARRED action-agent-provided equipment lists. Four
vessels (three RCROs and one Seatrain) then became the MTMC-recom-
mended ship mix for sea deployment. This revised equipment list totaled
19, 350.8 STON (66, 557. 2 MTON). MSC was requested to advise MTMC
as to the availability of an additional RORO and a Seatrain-type vessel for the
the deployment. MTMC noted that the CONUS selection of port of embar-
kation (POE), planning for po-t operations, and timing of deployments
depended upon finalization of the force list and determination of firm sea-
lift composition. The information was required by USAREUR for its
second planning conference in mid-July.

k. MTMCTEA, in a 16 June letter, requested that FORSCOM be
asked to provide Computerized Movement Planning and Status System
(COMPASS) printouts for future shipload analyses. MTMCTEA noted that
the handwritten spreadsheet equipment lists used to date required at least
6 man-days to manipulate into usable format. A COMPASS printout of
equipment/cargo is more accurate and readily usable. Another major
advantage of COMPASS data is that it offers a base reference point for
subsequent adjustments. HQ MTMC, in accordance with MI'MCTEA's re-
quest, requested that FORSCOM provide a COMPASS listing for
REFORGER 79 equipment as soon as possible.

l. MSC announced on 16 June that, for planning purposes, the GTS
Callaghan, the USNS Meteor, the USNS Comet, and one Seatrain could be
made available to meet the Army lift requirements for REFORGER 79.
With the MSC announcement received and the Army force load-planned,
MTMC formally tasked subordinate commands, on 21 June 1978, to prepare

2



for their roles in the forthcoming exercise. MTMC TTGE was responsible
for supervising Furopean vessel berthing by the host nations, equipment
discharge and processing for onward movement during the deployment
phase, and the reception, processing, and supervision of vessel loading for
the redeployment. MTMCEA was designated MT'MC's executive agent and
REFORGER 79 exercise director for all CONUS surface transportation

and port operations aspects of the deployment and redeployment of the
REFORGER 79 units and associated equipment. MTMCT EA was tasked

to provide the necessary technical assistance to MI'MCEA and MTMC
TTGE. After this preliminary planning was completed, the HQ MTMC
primary staff point of contact for REFORGER 79 passed from the Direc-
torate of Plans to the Directorate of International Traffic.

2. Operational planning.

a. The principal efforts during the operational planning phase of
REFORGER 79 were directed at finalizing the type and amount of equip-
ment to be deployed; selecting the optimum CONUS seaport of embarkation
(SPOE) and debarkation (SPOD); determining the most cost-effective and
efficient CONUS line-haul routes; designating the actual sealift composi-
tion; and coordinating with host nations on port operations in Europe. As
in the past, significant changes, such as the replacement of the USNS
Comet by the SS American Corsair and changes in type and quantity of unit
equipment, did occur. I'hese changes were accommodated, however, with-
out significant impairment to the overall support provided.

b. During June and July, MTMC conducted an analysis of potential
CONUS SPOEs/SPODs. Asinthe past, economic factors, facilities,
available labor, and line-haul requirements were essential to the selection
process. On 27 July 1978 MTMC announced to all commands concerned
that the Beaumont-Port Arthur, Texas, port complex had been designated
as the CONUS SPOE/SPOD to support REFORGER 79.

c. Throughout August and September, MTMC TTGE coordinated
BENELUX reception planning with HQ USAREUR, 4th Transportation
Brigade, 21st Support Command, the major deploying units, and repre-
sentatives of the host nations. Plans called for the GTS Callaghan to dis-
charge at Amsterdam, the Netherlands; and the USNS Comet, USNS Meteor,
and SS Maine, at Antwerp, Belgium. The 4th Transportation Brigade
established 20 August as the date for submitting an updated list of sea/air
interface cargo and vessel listings of sea-deployed cargo.

d. While REFORGER 78 deployment operations were going on in
mid-August, MTMC convened an action-officer-level coordination meeting




at Beaumont, Texas. Points of contact were established, anticipated
REFORGER 79 port operations were discussed, and port support roles,
functions, and responsibilities were outlined.

e¢. During September 1978, as equipment data and origin installations
were identified, specific planning took place regarding CONUS line-haul
movements. Since 90 percent of the equipment was to originate from Fort
Hood, Texas, a distance of less than 300 miles from Beaumont, MTMC
recommended that, as a cost-saving measure, wheeled vehicles move in
military convoy from Fort Hood to Beaumont/Port Arthur. Nonconvoyable
equipment from Fort Hood would move by rail, as would equipment from
Fort Riley. The balance of the equipment, which originated at Fort
Leonard Wood, Missouri; Fort Devens, Massachusetts; Fort Jackson,
South Carolina; and Hunter Army Air Field, Georgia, would move by
commercial highway means.

f. The REDCOM Planning Conference, held in October 1978, pro-
vided a forum for meaningful and timely discussions by representatives of
major participants. Discussions at that conference included requirements
for COMPASS listings, plans for CONUS surface movement, CONUS port
operations target dates, proposed documentation procedures, lessons
learned during REFORGER 78, European port operations, agricultural
clearance requirements for redeployment from Europe, and sea/air
interface cargo requirements.

g- On 28 November 1978, MSC advised that, due to required boiler
repairs in Rotterdam, the Netherlands, the USNS Comet would be unable
to meet the deployment schedule. On 30 November the MSC nominated the
SS American Corsair to replace the USNS Comet. MTMC performed the
necessary prestow and cargo adjustments to accommodate the change.

h. During early and mid-December, while unit equipment was moving
to the ports, MTMC coordinated intensively with MSC on adjustments to the
on-berth dates of each of the sealift vessels. Every effort was made to
rainimize expenditures of vessel per diem funds and to avoid the require-
ment for a large port operations support force to remain in Beaumont
during the Christmas holiday period, awaiting completion of vessel-loading
operations. The final coordinated schedule permitted loading of the USNS
Meteor, SS American Corsair, and SS Maine by 22 December. The GTS
Callaghan commenced loading on 27 December and completed on 30
December.

3. Summary. Conceptual and operational planning for REFORGER 79 was
successful. Direct and detailed coordination by staffs of the respective



MTMC Exercise Directors with those of the major deploying units early in
the planning phase, both in CONUS and Europe, contributed significantly to
an exceptionally well coordinated operation. MTMC operational planning
proved again to be thorough and sound. The execution of this planning in
CONUS and Europe--despite late vessel changes, adjusted loading dates,
and severe weather during the European discharge operations--demon-
strated that MTMC is capable of responding to the strategic mobility chal-
lenge. As in prior REFORGER exercises, the single area that requires
increased attention is the requirement for an early and accurate deter-
mination of units and equipment to be deployed.

10



SECTION 111

SHIPLLOAD AND PRIESTOW PLANNING

1. Gencral. MTMC sealift planning for REFORGER 79 included ship-
load analysis, a vessel survey, and prestow planning. Based on these
actions, Military Sealift Command (MSC) nominated the GTS Adiniral
William M. Callaghan, the USNS Comet, the USNS Meteor, and the SS

Maine (ex-Scatrain) as the most appropriate ships for the exercise. later,

the SS American Corsair was substituted for the USNS Comet during the
deployment phase.

2. Ship description.

a. The characteristics of the ships used to transport REFORGER 79
equipment are presentcd in table 3-1. The ships are pictorially displayed
in figures 3-1 through 3-5,

TABLE 3-1
VESSEL DESCRIPTIONS
Name Type Speed Length Cargo Capacity

SS American Corsair Breakbulk 21 KT 561 FT 65,128 SQ FT
16,512 MTON

GTS Admiral William RORO 25 KT 694 FT 167,537 SQ FT
M. CaTlaghan 49,426 MTON
USNS Comet RORO 18 KT 499 FT 86,478 SQ FT
17,096 MTON

USNS Meteor RORO 20 KT 540 FT 99,270 SQ FT
24,334 MTON

SS Maine Breakbulk/ 16 KT 560 FT 67,997 SQ FT
Seatrain 20,037 MTON

b. The three nominated RORO ships, the GTS Callaghan, USNS

Meteor, and USNS Comet have stern- and side-loading ramps, internal

ramps for roll-on decfl—oading. and cargo hatches for lift-on, lift-off
operations. The SS Maine was activated from the Ready Reserve Force
(RRF) of the National Defense Reserve Fleet (NDRF) for REFORGER 79,
It is a converted T2 tanker, now considered a breakbulk/Seatrain type

of ship, specifically designed to transport vehicles and outsize cargo. It

1l
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Virginia. This review of her stowage space dimensions con-

vessel. While the last minute substitution of the SS American Corsair,

for the USNS Comet during deployment, did not permit a detailed survey

of the SS American Corsair, MTMC planners and port operators were




Figure 3-5. SS Maine, breakbulk/Seatrain ship.

familiar with her, and the available vessel diagrams proved sufficient

for planning purposes. When time allows, vessel surveys and confirmation
of ship diagrams permit load planners to prestow with greater confidence
and accuracy.

4. REFORGER 79 movement data. Accuracy of cargo data is the key to
effective shipload and prestow planning. Section II of this report outlines
in detail the sequence of events involved in receipt of REFORGER 79
movement data for equipment scheduled for sealift deployment. The
Computerized Movement Planning and Status System (COMPASS) is the
best method of reporting movement requirements for shipload planning,

as it provides a logical listing of all equipment, by size, to be moved.
Variance from the normal equipment configuration must be reported, how-
ever.

5. Shipload planning.

a. An initial shipload analysis, to determine the number and types
of ships needed in REFORGER 79, was conducted by MTMCTEA in March
1978. Based on a manually prepared list of unit equipment for sea deploy-
ment and an 8 0-percent stowage factor, five ships were requested for the
sealift movement. A second analysis, inJune 1978, based on revised
equipment lists, resulted in a downward revision of estimated require -
ments to four ships.

b. In future REFORGER exercises or unit deployments, the trans-
portability analysis reports generator (TARGET) will be able to sub-
stantially accelerate preliminary shipload planning. TARGET, an MTMC
computer-based system, is designed to provide data on the transportability
of individual equipment items, and a mix of items, associated with unit
movements. For the latter function, TARGET collates information based
on TOE unit equipment authorizations and details equipment characteristics.

14




When unit equipment authorizations (or onhand lists) are provided by line
item number (LIN), COMPASS equipment characteristics file index num-
ber, and quantity, the TARGET «<ystem can provide unit equipment charac-
teristics and therefore simplify prestow procedures.

6. Prestow planning.

a. MTMCEA started prestow planning upon receipt of a COMPASS
data listing from FORSCOM dated 23 August 1978, These COMPASS data
were used to determine which units would fit aboard a particular ship.
Once a shipload was planned, initial cargo weights for each ship were
checked with MSC, and adjustments were made to insure safe loading of
each ship for the scheduled North Atlantic winter crossing. Restrictions
placed on MTMC during prestow planning included eliminating classified
or sensitive cargo from the GTS Callaghan, planned for offloading at
Amsterdam, because of host-nation-imposed limits on US personnel with-
in the POD. Also, the exact quantity and makeup of sea-air-interface
cargo that would require special handling and stowage considerations were
not identified to MTMC until late in November. Working within these
restrictions and with a revised COMPASS listing dated 2 October, prestow
plans were prepared for the four vessels involved.

b. Initial MTMC-developed prestow plans were distributed to
MSCLANT, MTMC TTGE, and MTMCTEA at the REDCOM conference
during 10-11 October 1978, Discussions at the conference revealed that
major changes in the initial COMPASS printout were being made by the
units involved. MTMC then requested that all COMPASS changes be made
by 31 October 1978; however, these changes were not available until 9
November 1978,

c. The 9 November 1978 COMPASS listing reflected a large number
of changes from the previous listing, and on 13 and 14 November the DTOs
from Forts Hood and Riley reported additional changes and numerous
corrections.

For instance, the lst Cavalry Division deleted all GOER vehicles,
increased TOWea-equipped APCs from 12 to 15 per infantry and tank battalion,
added 3 tanks per tank battalion, added 6 mobile kitchens, and eliminated
| bridge launcher per tank battalion. Additionally, on 17 November
MTMCEA received from the 1st Cavalry Division an equipment listing
modifying the quantity of wheeled vehicles in many of its units, notably
2-1/2-ton and 5-ton cargo trucks. These changes caused yet another
major revision in the prestow plans., 'Through an apparent distribution
error, all deploying units did not receive copies of the COMPASS report.
The ARRIED action agent (Ist Infantry Division) received copies; however,

15



the 13th COSCOM and lst Cavalry Division did not, This complicated
the process of identifying and correcting discrepancies in the reports and
increased the difficulty of tracking later changes, All major units must
receive copies of the COMPASS reports to insure accuracy and facilitate
coordination.

d. On 23 November 1978, MTMC was notified by MSC that the USNS
Comet had boiler problems and would not be available for use during
deployment. MTMCEA immediately prepared prestow plans for the 8§
Washington, the then deasignated backup vessel; however, on 27 November,
MSC notified MTMC that the SS Washington was offered by MARAD only
as a backup for the S8 Maine, On 28 November, MSC requested that
MTMCEA restow all ships to determine if all the cargo would fit on the
three remaining ships and a Challenger | class vessel, It was subsc-
quently determined that a Challenger | class ship would be acceptable if
most CONEX containers were consolidated in the lower holds of the
Challenger 1 ship. MSC was so informed, and the S5 American Corsair
replaced the USNS Comet during deployment,

e. These latest revisions to prestow plans placed all sea-air-
interface cargo on the USNS Meteor and removed most of the CONKXs
previously planned for her; thus, much of the cargo weight was stowed
high in the vessel. This placed the ship at its stability limit and required
MTMCEA planners and Gulf Outport operators to carefully monitor the
ship's actual stow to insurc that these stability limitations were not ex-
ceeded. Final template stow plans for the deployment vessels are shown
at annex A,

i Summarz.

a. Shipload and prestow planning were professionally conducted and
vessel space was effectively utilized. As in previous REFORGER exer -
cises, this planning was the cornerstone of successful port operations.

b. The use of COMPASS data was essential to effective shipload and
prestow planning. The COMPASS format provides excellent control of
cargo data, increases accuracy, and offers a base reference point for
adjustments to cargo. COMPASS data must be provided as ecarly as
possible in the exercise planning stage. Additionally, COMPASS reports
must be provided to all deploying units.

16



SECTION 1V

UNIT PORT CALL AND INSTALLATION OUTLOADING

1. Gceneral. The REFORGER 79 exercise involved large rail shipments
of vehicles and general cargo from Fort Hood, Texas, and Fort Riley,
Kansas, to the ports of embarkation --Beaumont and Port Arthur, Texas.
MTMC was responsible for insuring that shipping installations were aware
of railcar ordering requirements and proper loading and securing prac-
tices, and provided an interface between rail carriers and shipping
installations.

2. Unit port call message,

a. The MTMCEAportcall message, dated 22 November 1978, in-
structed the lst Infantry Division and lst Cavalry Division to schedule
equipment by train to arrive at the SPOE by ship and by unit. For ex-
ample, unit equipment to be shipped on the USNS Meteor was to be loaded
on designated raiicars without mixing it with equipment designated for
loading aboard any of the other three ships used during the exercise.
Roadable equipment from Fort Hood was to be convoyed to the SPOE. In
addition, equipment from Forts Devens, Leonard Wood, and Jackson and
from Hunter Army Airfield was designated to move by commercial truck.

b. The REFORGER port call message was fully coordinated with
both the REFORGER units and the SPOE. Compliance with the port call

message was excellent.

3. Fort Riley installation outloading.

a. Installation rail-outloading capability study. An installation rail-
outloading capability study was conducted by MTMCTEA 8 through 12 May
1978.

b. Rail facility description.

(1) The rail system at Fort Riley is depicted in figure 4-1., It
consists of two areas-- Camp Funston and Camp Whitside.

(2) The Camp Whitside area has four rail spurs with side -loading
ramps, positioned between a double row of warehouse buildings. The area
is suitable for loading general cargo, containers, and CONEXs; however,
the staging area is insufficient for a large number of vehicles and/or
trailers. Fifty railcars may be spotted in this area for loading or storage.
The Camp Funston area has two main rail spurs, with eight loading points,
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and is well suited for roll-on loading of railcars. Adequate staging areas
and permanent end-loading ramps are available.

(3) Table 4-1 summarizes Fort Riley's available facilities and
railcar spotting capacities.

(4) The current sustained rail-outloading capability is 83 rail-
cars per day,

TABLE 4-1
FORT RILEY RAIL PACILITILS
Ty pe Lighting Ramp Staging Car Load
Track Number Ra np Available | Condition Area Capacity | Conmodity
Camp Funston
1 tarth No Poor Concrete 40 Tracked and
and gravel wheeled veh
2 None No Concrete 10 Tracked and
and gravel wheeled veh
3 tarth Yes Poor Concrete 10 Tracked and
and gravel wheeled veh
4 Earth No Poor Concrete 8 Tracked and
and gravel wheeled veh
5 tarth Yes Poor Concrete 40 Small wheeled
and gravel vehicles
6 None Yes Concrete 17 Small wheeled
and gravel vehicles
7 Earth No Poor Concrete 13 Small wheeled
and gravel vehicles
8 None No Concrete 10 Small wheeled
and gravel vehicles
Camp Whitside
9 Side Ramp Yes Good Gravel 33 Small tracked
and wheeled veh
10 None Yes Gravel 33 Small tracked
and wheeled veh
1N None No Gravel 24 Small tracked
and wheeled veh
12 Side Ramp No Good Gravel 24 Small tracked
and vheeled veh

c. Rail outloading assistance.

(1) MTMC representatives conducted rail outloading training for
officer and NCO personnel in October 1978. The t:aining consisted of both
classroom instruction and a practical exercise, during which representa-
tive REFORGER equipment was loaded onto a chain tiedown flatcar and a
DODX flatcar. The training was well received by the trainees. In addi-
tion to the MTMC training, the installation transportation officer (ITO)
conducted rail loading training for 30 to 40 personnel weekly from May
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through October 1978, This combined training effort later proved of
significant value during rail outloading.

(2) MTMC representatives were also on station from 6 to 11
December 1978 to provide technical assistance for the actual rail loadout
of REFORGER 79 equipment. This assistance was to enhance the smooth-
ness of operations, insure proper tiedown procedures, and provide liaison
with railway representatives.

d. Rail outloading operations.

(1) Rail outloading operations commenced on 6 December 1978
and were concluded on 11 December 1978. Four loading sites were used,
with equipment being loaded and secured by unit personnel, many of whom
had received rail loading training.

(2) Miscellaneous equipment was loaded onto vehicles and staged
at unit motor pools 1 to 2 days prior to the start of rail loading. All
vehicles and CONEXs were then weighed on a scale near the rail loading
site and staged at compounds nearby. The actual CONEX weight was
marked on each container at the scale.

(3) Prime movers and trailers were loaded together whenever
possible. To make optimum use of railcar space, truck cargo beds and
trailers were loaded with shelters or other equipment, and trailer tongues
were dropped under prime movers (fig 4-2). Wheeled vehicles were loaded
circus fashion (a procedure whereby vehicles line up single file and tra-
verse the length of the train, from car to car, stopping as the train fills
up) at Camp Funston sites 4, 5, and §.
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Figure 4-2. Optimum use of space made by dropping trailer &
tongues under prime movers.




(4) CONEXs were loaded on gondola cars by cranes at Camp
Whitside, with cight CONEXs per car.  Fnd or side blocking, required
by AAR rules, was not employed to secure the CONFEXs,  Without such
blocking, CONEXs may slide sideways or longitudinally within the gondola
car, leading to possible damage to the CONEXs and their cargo. The
Union Pacific rail inspector accepted the CONEFX loads in spite of non-
compliance with AAR rules.

(5) Railcars provided by the Union Pacific Railway were in good
condition.

(6) The one Fort Riley REFORGER 79 train consisted of 68 cars,
including 1 DODX guard car, and carried 171 tracked and 67 wheeled
vehicles, 108 CONKXs, and 3 shelters, totaling 2, 127, 288 pounds of cargo.
It departed on schedule at 1200, 12 December 197, A summary of the
rail loading, by car, is in table 4-2,

TABLE 4-2

FORT RILEY RAIL LOADING SUMMARY

Type of
Commodity Railcar Dec 6 Dec 7 Dec 8 Dec 11
Wheeled vehicles | 60-ft CTD 25 26 2
Shelters 60-ft CTD ] 5
CONEX Gondola 5 3
Shelters DODX !

e. Problems encountered.

(1) Some of the wooden railcar spanners turnished by Fort Riley
failed during loading operations. These failures permitted the wheels of
vehicles traversing those spanners to fall between the railcars; however,
wreckers were able to quickly lift the vehicle wheels from between the
railcars with little, if any, damage. Broken spanners were subsequently
replaced.

(2) In one instance a railcar moved torward while a vehicle was
being loaded aboard. This increased the gap between railcars enough to
allow a set of spanners to fall when a subsequent vehicle was crossing the
gap. Metal rail chock blocks were then applied to railcar wheels to pre-
clude turther movement.

(3) low temperatures and 2 inches of snowfall slowed the loading
process somewhat on 7 and 8 December 1978, Some vehicles proved
difficult to start in the cold weather and the snowtall caused vehicles to
slide on ramps and spanners.
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Figure 4-4., Vehicles not properly spaced on railcars at Fort Riley.

4. Fort Hood installation outloading.

a. Installation rail survey. An installation rail survey was con-
ducted at Fort Hood by MTMC in October 1975.

b. Rail facility description.

(1) The rail system at Fort Hood is depicted in fig 4-5. The
system consists of four areas, of which only the main railhead is capable
of providing a sustained, high-volume loadout operation. All rail loadings
were conducted at the main railhead except for bridge sections, which

were loaded by tandem forklifts at a siding near the property disposal yard.

The main railhead has four railroad sidings (sidings A through D), each
with a concrete end ramp and railcar couplers to insure stability of the
train during loadout operations. In addition, siding A has four concrete
double-ended side-loading piers. Three asphalt staging areas are located
adjacent to the main railhead, with the largest one directly in front of the
four end ramps (siding A) (fig 4-6). The entire main ramp area is lighted.
Railcar capacities of each siding of the main railhead are depicted in

table 4-3,

(2) Table 4-4 depicts the capabilities of all loading sites at Fort
Hood.

(3) Flatcars were loaded circus fashion over end ramps on all
sidings except on siding A, where some cars were loaded utilizing side
ramps. CONEXs and MILVANs were loaded by mobile crane at the end

of siding C, opposite the end ramps.

(4) Fort Hood's sustained daily outloading capability is 202 rail-
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Figure 4-6. Concrete end ramps and asphalt staging area at
Fort Hood.
TABLE 4-3
SIDING RAILCAR CAPACITIES - MAIN RAILHEAD, FORT HOOD
Siding Capacity
A 50
B 28
€ 17
D 6
TABLE 4-4
LOADING SITE CAPABILITIES, FORT HOOD
Site End Lighting Surface Staging | Storage Access
No. Ramps Available] Conditions Area Capacity | Availability
1 1 dirt No Good (gravel)| None 11 cars Good
2 2 concrete No Good (qravel)] None 12 cars Good
3 1 concrete No Good (gravel)] None 17 cars Good
4 11 sunken No Good (gravel)| None 6 cars Good
5 |4 concrete Yes Excellent 250 225 cars Excellent
(asphalt) vehicles
c. Rail outloading assistance.
(I) MTMC representatives conducted rail outloading training in
October 1978. Training consisted of both classroom instruction and a

practical exercise in loading and securing representative REFORGER

equipment onto DODX flatcars (fig 4-7).
and enthusiastically received the training.

More than 60 personnel attended
In particular, an M60 test tie-

down procedure using two wire-rope turnbuckle combinations at each end
of a tank, plus metal chocks at each end of the tracks, was demonstrated.
(This test tiedown method was to be used in lieu of the standard method of
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cable end tiedowns, wooden track chocks, H-frames. and bogey wheel
chocks, as used during REFORGER 78.) In addition to this training by
MTMC, the Directorate of Facilities Engineering (DFE), Packing and
Crating Shop, conducted rail loading classes on a continuing basis. These

lasses provided training for 120 to 300 personnel per week.

C

- Rail outloading training being conducted at ¥

v MTMC.

ort Hood

by

l:]

December

MTMC representatives were onsite from - through 13

1978 to provide technical assistance during REFORGER 79 rail

i Rail outloading operations.

(1) Rail outloading operations commenced - December 1978, with
the establishment of a rail operations center at the railhead, and were
completed 14 December 1978. The entire outloading operation took place
at the railhead,

with equipment loaded and secured by unit load
(fig 4-8). Table 4-5 summarizes the rail outloading operation.

g teams

e S



Figure 4-8. Unit personnel securing M60 tanks, Fort Hood, Texas.
/

(2) Equipment to be rail loaded was staged in unit motor pools
in accordance with loading plans provided in advance by the division trans-
portation officer. Vehicles were arranged in the order they were to be
loaded on railcars. Initially, the vehicles were moved from the unit motor
pool area to the staging area adjacent to end ramps on sidings A, B, C,
and D for a second staging prior to loading. Subsequently, the second
staging was eliminated and vehicles were moved from motor pool areas
to the railhead and driven directly onto railcars.

(3) All vehicles were driven onto railcars, prime movers were
loaded with trailers attached, and all other equipment was lifted onto rail-

cars by mobile crane or, in the case of bridge units, by tandem forklifts.
CONEXs were lifted into gondola cars.

(4) Loading operations were conducted from 0800 through 1730
daily without serious delays.
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(5) Commercial railcars were provided by the Atchison, Topeka,
and Sante Fe (ATSF). Except for two gondola cars filled with debris, all
railcars were in fair to very good condition. A railcar maintenance crew
was onsite throughout the loading exercise to repair or modify railcars
as required. Railway personnel were also at the loading site at all times
to provide any other assistance required. The service provided by the
ATSF was exceptional. DODX railcars were in good condition.

(6) Actual rail loading and securing was supervised by Director -
ate of Facilities Engineering, packing and crating personnel. These ex-
perienced individuals were directly instrumental in making the rail
outloading successful. They insured the constant availability of tiedown
equipment and directly supervised tiedown applications.

(7) It was obvious that unit personnel had received considerable
rail loading training prior to the REFORGER 79 exercise, because their
performance surpassed that observed in prior REFORGER exercises.
Generally, unit personnel displayed great enthusiasm throughout the rail
loadout. The rail loading classes conducted by DFE and MTMC were un-
doubtedly a contributing factor to the rail loadout success.

(8) Loading plans provided by the installation transportation
officer were outstanding and permitted easy modification, as required by
railcar -type change or unit equipment substitutions. ITO personnel were
constantly on hand for transportation coordination.

(9) The division transportation officer and/or his representatives
were at the loading site to provide instant liaison with division units and
the ITO. The interaction of the ITO and DTO staffs was commendable.
Each had a clear understanding of his duties, responsibilities, and obli-
gations, with each acting effectively in his area of responsibility.

(10) Deploying units installed 5/8 -inch wire-rope loops at M113-
series tracked vehicle towing and tiedown provisions in lieu of the BILI
(basic issue list items) towing, or T-shackles, or the transportability
guidance technical manual (TGTM) specified shackles (clevis-assy, suspen-
sion, bolt-and-nut-type) (fig 4-9). While not in accordance with TM 55-
2200-901-12, or AAR procedures, rail inspectors approved these wire-
rope loops for use with railcar chain tiedowns. No en route cargo damage
resulted from this method; however, these loops later proved incompatible
with shipboard peck-and-hale lashing equipment. It is recomimended that,
in the future, deploying units comply with TGTM requirements and install
specified shackles on all vehicles being shipped by rail or sea.

(11) MP customs personnel performed customs inspections at
Fort Hood. These inspections, conducted on all REFORGER vehicles in
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Figure 4-9, wire rope loops were affixed to APCs in unit
motor pools.

respective unit motor pools, were so thorough that even vehicle floor -
boards were removed. After a vehicle received its customs inspection,

it was sealed by customs personnel, and any person subsequently enter -
ing the vehicle was first searched. This search pProcedure caused some
delay in loading vehicles onto train 1; however, this problem was alleviated
by eliminating the staging of vehicles at the rail loading site. Drivers

(12) Mé0s, MB8s, and other heavy tracked vehicles were driven
onto railcars circus fashion without the use of spanners between railcars
(fig 4-11),
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Figure 4-10. To facilitate rail loading, drivers remained with their
vehicles until after they were rail-loaded.

Figure 4-11. Circus-style rail loading of M88's and tanks.

the tracks and two bogey chocks on each side of each vehicle. MTMC has
recommended and the AAR has adopted this securement method as standard
for tank movement on unit trains during readiness exercises and/or emer -
gencies.

(b) The turnbuckle tiedown system proved to be more ex-
pedient and easier to perform than the conventional method. The turn-
buckles were applied with two loops of 5/8 -inch steel cable at each end of
the turnbuckle; one, a long loop, was applied to the railcar stake pocket,
and the other, a small loop, was affixed to the towing shackle on the vehi-
cle. It is recommended that, if this system is used in the future, the
upper small wire loops be replaced by an additional shackle attached
through the towing shackle on the vehicle (fig 4-13), as performed at the
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Figure 4-12. Turnbuckle tiedown with two wire-rope loops and end
blocking.

ports of Beaumont and Port Arthur during redeployment rail-loading
operations. This method provides not only for faster tiedown application,
but also for more positive holding strength than that provided by a wire-
rope loop secured by four cable clamps and is compatible with shipboard
peck-and-hale lashing equipment.

(c) Three M60s were secured by a second test method, con-
sisting of only metal chock blocks at the end of each tread and six metal
side blocks, three per side on the inside of both tracks (fig 4-14). All
tiedowns, bogey wheel chocks, and wooden H-frames were eliminated.

(A similar method is often used by industry for shipping tracked con-
struction equipment weighing up to 50 tons.) The three test tanks were
loaded on two railcars as part of train 3. Loose turnbuckle tiedowns were
applied as emergency measures should the test loads prove too unstable

in transit to complete the journey without tiedowns. A caboose was coupled
adjacent to the two experimentally loaded cars, with representatives of
MTMCTEA, the AAR, and the ATSF Railroad aboard to monitor the load
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Figure 4-13. Turnbuckle tiedown with double shackles.

at all times during transit. All three test tanks arrived at Beaumont with-

out shifting, as confirmed by chalk markings applied after loading at Fort
Hood.

(d) Both experimental loads stood up to heavy bumping during
train makeup, speeds over 50 mph, and a ''rail spread' that caused a
sudden stop of the train. MTMC has recommended that, although success-
ful during REFORGER 79, the second test method (without tiedowns) not
be pursued further atthis time, as the supervision and expertise required
to use this methodare not readily available at all military installations.

(e) The first test method (described in 4d(12)(a) above), with
turnbuckles /wire rope and end chocks, was an unqualified success and
should be utilized for movement of heavy tracked vehicles on special

military trains. The AAR report and the MTMCTEA report are in annex
B.



Figure 4.14,

Test loading with only tread side and end blocking.
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(3) Some difficulty was encountered in applying turnbuckle

tie -
downs to heavy tracked vehicles.

For the most part, loading team per-
sonnel did not know the proper method of applying ¢
rope loops. In addition,
and large loops.

able clamps to wire
there were instances of Juxtapositioning of small
Another frequent problem was that the nuts on a number
of cable clamps were not sufficiently tight. (The use of double shackles,
as recommended above (see paragraph 4d(12)(b)), for attaching turnbuckles
to vehicles will alleviate most of these problems. )

(4) To preclude extending tank gun tubes over the ends of r
cars (prohibited by current AAR loading rules), M60 t
with only 2- to 3-inch clearance between the

ail-
anks were loaded

end of the gun tube on the
front M60 and the turret bustle basket of the rear M60 (fig 4-15). In addi-

tion, the front M60 was loaded very close to the end of the railcar, pro-
viding less than the desired amount of room for the end tiedowns (fig
4-16). (MTMC is attempting to obtain AAR approval of a procedure to
allow gun tubes to extend approximately 1 foot over the end of railcars,
thus providing more space between tanks and more room at the front of

the railcar to permit easier applications of tiedowns (reference annex B).

Figure 4-15. Lack of clearance between gun tube and turret.
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Figure 4-16. Lack of space on car to properly apply front tiedown.

5. Recommendations. It is recommended that:

a. MTMC provide written guidance to deploying units/installations,
pointing out deployment responsibilities that have been repeatedly per -
formed improperly during previous REFORGER exercises. Some examples

could be:

(1) All vehicles must be fitted with tiedown shackles at origin
installations to facilitate lift-on and tiedown aboard ship.

(2) Five-gallon gasoline cans must be emptied, purged, and

o

dried.

(3) Oxygen and acetylene bottles must be segregated and con-
tainerized. In general, guidance pertaining to shipping dangerous cargoes

must be emphasized.
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(4) Military vehicles must be shipped in reduced configuration,
as required by AR 220-10, or exceptions must be requested.

b. The tank securement method, consisting of track end and side
blocking, not be pursued further at this time.

c. All vehicles be fitted at origin with tiedown shackles, as specified
in applicable transportability guidance technical manuals. This is partic-
ularly important where eventual shipboard securement is planned and other
devices, such as wire rope loops or T-shackles, are incompatible with
ship tizdown systems.

d. Insofar as possible, equipment be configured for shiploading at
the time of departure from home station.

e. Railcar truck wheels be chocked to prevent the inadvertent move -
ment of railcars during rail loading operations.

f. Railcar chain-tiedown hook openings be wired to prevent them
from coming loose if chains become slack during shipment.

g.- A minimum of 12-inch spacing be maintained between vehicles
loaded on flatcars (with the exception of M60A1 tanks) to allow adequate
room for securement devices and to preclude damage caused by vehicles
rubbing together during railcar movement.
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SECTION V

CONUS LINIK HAUL TO SPOL

1. General,

a. MTMC CONUS deployment activities for REFORGER 79 encom-
passed the movement of vehicles and equipment from seven installations.
The major units transported were the Ist Infantry Division (Mechanized)
(=), 1st Cavalry Division (-), and supporting units. Two SPOks were uscd
for REFORGER 79, Beaumont and Port Arthur, Texas. Movement to the
SPOE was by rail, military highway convoy, and commercial motor
carrier. Rail was the predominant mode.

b. MTMCEA was tasked with the responsibility of providing trans-
portation planning, management, and coordination for the movement of
all REFORGER 79 cargo in CONUS,

2. Planning.

a. A REFORGER 79 planning conference was held 7 and 8 June 1978,
at Fort Riley, Kansas, to resolve identified problem areas, coordinate
line-haul actions, and provide an overview briefing concerning the deploy-
ment phase of the exercise. The general line-haul plan involved trans-
portation of equipment from Forts Hood and Riley to Beaumont and Port
Arthur, Texas, via rail. Additionally, it was planned that Fort Hood
would use military motor convoy to move convoyable vehicles due to the
proximity of the post to both SPOEs,

b. At the USREDCOM REFORGER 79 planning conference held 11
through 13 October 1978, at MacDill Air Force Base, Florida, conferees
further refined line-haul transportation requirements,

c. A REFORGER 79 planning conference was held in conjunction
with REFORGER 78 redeployment activities at Beaumont, Texas, 26
October 1978. Port operations and port support requirements were the
major topics of this conference although line-haul requirements were
addressed.

d. A REFORGER 79 rail-coordination meeting was held 8 November
1978, at HQ MTMCEA, with representatives of the participating rail
carriers, Other attendees included installation and division transportation
officers and representatives of the 13th COSCOM and the Association of
American Railroads.
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(1) MTMCEA gave conferees preliminary route proposal
packages for their evaluation. Railroad representatives indicated that
their evaluation of detailed route schedules would be completed by the
requested date,

(2) Discussions of deployment rail-loading plans, which are
railcar requirements and concepts of rail operations unique to this
exercise, were initiated by the Negotiations Division, Directorate of
Inland Traffic, HQ MTMC. Amendments to applicable Section 22,
Tenders, were agreed upon during the conference and resulted in the
following:

(a) In conjunction with demurrage rules, an extension of
free time for loading and unloading railcars to 72 hours for constructive
placement was granted.

(b) Substitution rules for flatcars ordered for REFORGER
were formulated as follows:

1. Carriers, for thei1 own convenience, could furnish
three 60-foot or longer, single-deck flatcars for two 89-foot, single-deck
flatcars. Minimum weight charge for the three shorter flatcars, if
furnished, was established as 40, 000 pounds,

2. Carriers could furnish five single-deck flatcars,
50 feet or longer, for three 89-foot, single-deck flatcars. The minimum
weight would be 72, 000 pounds total for the five shorter flatcars furnished.

(3) Origin installation transportation officers were informed of
MTMC reporting requirements for deployment and redeployment rail
movement, ITOs were informed that military traffic expediting (MTX)
service should be requested to assist them in monitoring railcars during
transit. In addition, the need to identify hazardous, sensitive, and classi-
fied cargo, when submitting DD Forms 1085 for routing and when compiling
GBLs, was stressed. ITOs were reminded of their responsibility for
ordering all railcars, to include the number of chain sets per car and
their tensile strengths, and for insuring that each car was inspected prior
to acceptance.

(4) Carrier representatives were authorized to coordinate
directly with the origin ITO concerning car orders and to work out specifics

on the number of chain sets and tiedown tensile strengths.

(5) Minimum weight per carload was another planning criterion
for railcar requirements, Carloads of military impedimenta are subject
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to a 24, 000-pound minimuin weight on single-deck flatcars that are not
covered by substitution rules, and on gondola, TOFC, and CO}'C cars.
Since the charge for bilevel and trilevel railcars is based on a minimum of
40, 000 pounds and 50, 000 pounds respectively, per car, and since the
bulk of unit equipment s-heduled tor rail movement from Forts Riley and
Hood was not suitable for bilevel ortrilevel car movement, none of these
cars were programed,

3. Communications,

a. MTMCEFA opened its REFORGER operations center at Beaumont,
Texas, on 6 December 1978, to facilitate and coordinate the flow of equip-
ment and vehicles to SPOE. Movement status charts were maintained as
an aid in monitoring the progress of the equipment movement to Beaumont
and Port Arthur, Texas,

b. Data were accumulated by telephonic contact with the systems
operation center of each participating rail carrier; also, ITOs at Forts
Hood and Riley notified the REFORGER operations center when their
respective block of trains left their installations.

c. ITOs utilized the MTX service to monitor rail movements, as
suggested by MTMC,

d. Commercial truck movements weie reported on an exception
basis. ITOs provided the MTMCEA operations center with the following
information: number of trucks released, trailer numbers, GBL numbers,
and cargo on each trailer and its time of release, This information was
given daily after the carrier's last piece of equipment departed from the
installation. MTMCEA did rot initiate follow-up procedures unless a
carrier missed its estimated time of arrival.

4, Rail operations.

a. Final routes selected for REFORGER 79 rail moves from Forts
Hood and Riley are depicted in fig 5-1. The rail distance from Fort Hood
to Port Arthur is 344 miles; from Fort Hood to Beaumont, 275 miles; and
from Fort Riley to Beaumont, 766 miles.

b. The chosen routes involved the use of the following rail carriers:

(1) Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railroad Company (ATSF).
(2) Union Pacific Railroad Company (UP),
(3) Kansas City Southern Railway Company (KCS).
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DEPLOYMENT RAIL ROUTES
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Figure 5-1. Deployment rail routes,

c. Six trains, with a total of 372 cars, were used in support of the
REFORGER 79 deployment. Only the fifth Fort Hood train experienced a
significant delay; however, port operations were not impaired since all
trains arrived within the scheduled port staging period. Table 5-1
summarizes train transit times.

d. Fort Hood train number 3 experienced a ''rail spread'' at Silsbee,
Texas, approximately 30 miles northeast of Beaumont, on 11 December
1978. The train, which was restarting after a stop at Silsbee, had attained
a speed of about 5 mph when the rail spread occurred, Three railcars, all
DODX 100-ton cars loaded with M60 tanks, derailed without causing any
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cargo damage. All three cars were held briefly at Silsbee for inspection,
but were released that same day.

TABLE 5-1
TRAIN ARRIVALS
Scheduled “Actual
No. Transit Times | Transit Times

Origin Destination Cars ~(Hours) (Hours )

Fort Hood, Texas Beaumont, Texas 44 12:00 17:25%
Fort Hood, Texas Beaumont, Texas 17 12:00 16:45
Fort Hood, Texas Beaumont, Texas 68 12:00 15:00
Fort Hood, Texas Beaumont, Texas 54 12:00 14:30
Fort Hood, Texas Beaumorit, Texas 61 12:00 34:00
Fort Riley, Kansas Port Arthur, Texas 68 59.50 48:30

e. Equipment arriving by rail experienced no noticeable damage.

f. The railcar breakout for the REFORGER deployment consisted
of 1 Department of Defense-owned (DODX) guard car, 5 cabooses (used to
transport guards from Fort Hood and observers of the experimental loads
on train number 3), 281 commercial railcars, and 85 100-ton DODX flat-
cars. The total tonnage moved was 14, 501 STON,

g. DODX flatcars were in good to very good condition. The one
DODX guard car was in good condition,

h. Only the Fort Riley train arrived within the scheduled transit
time submitted by the participating carriers. The securing of the military
equipment on this train was inadequate, as a large percentage of chain
tiedowns were loose, Also some loads were improperly secured. The
Union Pacific and Kansas City Southern rail inspectors had inspected and
accepted the train secured in this matter.

5. Commercial motor freight operations.

a, The PEFORGER 79 motor freight operations involved the assets
of five comme -~ial truck companies transporting unit equipment from four
instaliations, as depicted in table 5-2. No en route problems were
encountered, and all loads arrived on schedule.

b, Table 5-2 also summarizes the transit times for the six com-
mercial trucks,
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TABLE 5-2

COMMER(CTAL MOTOR FREIGHT TRANSIT TIMES
——y-

Departure | Arrival
Unit Vehicles Time Time Carrier(s)
Fort Leonard Wood 1* 11 Dec 12 Dec Tristate Motor Transit
1530 hrs § 0920 hrs
1 11 Dec 13 Dec
1530 hrs | 1600 hrs
] 12 Dec 14 Dec
Total J= 1800 hrs | 1200 hrs
Fort Devens 1 4 Dec 10 Dec Aero Trucking Company
1500 hrs | 0700 hrs
Fort Jackson 1 8 Dec 11 Dec J. H. Rose Trucking
1130 hrs | 0800 hrs Company
Hunter Army 1 5 Dec 11 Dec East Texas Motor
Airfield 1430 hrs | 1015 hrs Freight System
*Signature Security Service (SSS) and dual driver protective service (DDPS)
provided.

6. Military motor convoy,

a. Under the auspices of the 13th COSCOM Movements Control
Center, Fort Hood operated four military convoys to Beaumont and Port
Arthur,
routing briefings, and convoys were organized into three serials, except

Covnvoys originated at Prichard Station; there, drivers were given
for the last convoy, which consisted of four serials.

b. As convoys approached a release point operated by the 180th
Transportation Battalion at China, Texas, about 15 miles west of
Beaumont, they were notificd by posted signs to call the release point by
radio. At that time, 1/4-ton trucks with FOLLOW ME signs were dis-
patched from the release point to meet the convoys, to break them into
15- to 20-vehicle units (later larger units), and to lead them into the
release point.

(8 At the release point, all vehicles were refueled to three-quarters
full, to comply with ocean shipping requirements, and were broken into
groups by vehicle type and unit identification code (UIC)., As time per-
mitted, personnel at the release point performed vehicle height-reduction
tasks not done at Fort Hood and placed dismantled items in the beds of
vehicles, (This procedure was used mainly for 1/4-ton trucks, )
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d. The original plan was for the port documentation section to call
vehicles forward, by type, from the release point; however, after the first
day of operations, this procedure was abandoned., Local police, who
provided escort and traffic control from China to the ports, requested
that convoys be configured so more adequate traffic control could be pro-
vided. After that, convoys were configured as determined by release
point personnel. Another factor that led to this adjustment was that each
day the release point had to be cleared of all vehicles to provide room for
subsequent convoy arrivals, Some port documentation procedures were
revised because of this change,

e. A force of 50 drivers was used to move vehicles, in increments
of from 20 to 25 vehicles, from the release point to the ports. These
vehicle increments became increasingly larger as the exercise progressed
and port staging operations improved.

f. Table 5-3 summarizes the transit times of convoys from Fort
Hood to the release point at China, Texas.

TABLE 5-3
CONVOY ARRIVALS

Convoy To. Departure [ Arrival Release
No. Origin Vehicles Time Time Point
1 Fort Hood, Texas 176 120400 121510 China, Texas
2 Fort Hood, Texas 164 130400 131320 China. Texas
3 Fort Hood, Texas 168 140400 141025 China, Texas
4 Fort Hood, Texas 177 150400 151255 China. Texas

7. Suminary. Line-haul operations to the SPOE during deployment were
characterized by thorough planning and careful execution. While minor
delays occurred, SPOE operations went smoothly.

44



SECTION VI
CONUS SPOE OPERATIONS

1. General.

a. The ports of Beaumont and Port Arthur, Texas, were utilized to
conduct all aspects of cargo receipt, segregation, staging, and shiploading
of material for the CONUS portion of the deployment phase of REFORGER
79. The areas utilized at both ports are depicted in figures 6-1 and 6-2,
and include rail sidings and offloading area, staging areas, ship berths,
and operations centers,

b. As MTMC REFORGER 79 exercise director for CONUS surface
transportation and port operations, MTMCEA established an operations
center at Beaumont to provide the necessary monitoring of operations and
interface with all elements involved in deployment activities. The opera-
tions center commenced operations on 6 December 1978 and ceased opera-
tions on 30 December 1978, During port operations, lines of responsibility
were clearly defined and understood by all exercise participants. (See
fig 6-3 for task organization.) The Commander, Gulf Outport, was tasked
to operate the ports for MTMCEA,

c. The 13th Corps Support Cominand (COSCOM), Il Corps, Fort
Hood, Texas, provided port support, consisting of maintenance contact
teams and cargo security personnel,

d. Operations meetings were conducted daily at 0900, beginning
6 December 1978. Representatives of MTMCEA, the Port of Beaumont,
the stevedoring contractor, MSC, 13th COSCOM, and MP customs
attended these meetings, which were designed to coordinate daily opera-~
tions and address and resolve specific problem areas.

2. Cargo receipt and staging operations.

a. Upon arrival of the REFORGER 79 cargo at Beaumont by railcars,
commercial trucks, and military highway convoys, equipment was off-
loaded and placed in appropriate ship staging areas, where it was segre-
gated by type of cargo. At Port Arthur, rail-loaded equipment was not
offloaded but was held for direct railcar-to-ship loading.

b. REFORGER equipment, for the most part, arrived in operable
condition; however, a small number of vehicles later required starting
assistancc by 13th COSCOM contact teams., There was no noteworthy
intransit damage to any rail-transported equipment.
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Figure 6-2, Port Arthur operations, deployment phase.
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! c. REFORGER 79 was conducted as a peacetime exercise in which
dominant consideration. For this reason, train arrivals

! safety was the pre
re scheduled to insur

at the Port of Beaumont we
to the arrival of the next.

e complete offloading of

one train prior

1 d. At Beaumont, equipment was offloaded from line-haul conveyances
| by stevedores of the P. C. Pfeiffer Company; and, at Port Arthur, by the
Flannigan Company.

| g )

i

e. Upon arrival at Beaumont, railcars were held in the rail-holding
adjacent to the port where
the terminal for offloading.
drive-off and lift-off methods.
then switched to the quay

The following discharge

they were divided into various segments
In the port, railcars were

At Port Arthur,

area
| for switching into
3 discharged utilizing both

- S held on sidings at the terminal,
quipment onto the ship.

1 railcars were
| sidings for offloading of e

plan was utilized at Beaumont.

(1) Heavy tracked vehicles were offloaded circus fashion across
the railcar end sills, without spanners, at the Main Street Wharf area
(fig 6-4) and driven down a ramp constructed of railroad ties, at the

Harbor Island Wharf (fig 6-5).

Beaumont.

Figure 6-4. Rail offloading M60 tanks over endsill,




Figure 6-5,

Use of railroad-~tie ramp for heavy tracked vehicle
offloading.

(3) CONEXs, MILVANSs, and oth

€r nonvehicular cargo were off-
loaded by mobile Crane

from gondola, flat, and TOFC cars,

f.  Condition of trains upon arrival at Beaumont,

(1) All five Fo
indicating that both post

(2) Although no major e

quipment damage was noted
€y train arrived with the follo

wing discrepancies:

» the Fort
Ril

(a)

Approxima.tely 50 percent of chain tiedowns were loose,

(b) Some vehicles had on

e chain tiedown missing,
least two vehicles had both chain tiedo

and at
Wns at one end missing,

(c) Chain tiedown hooks

were not wired shut
by section 6 of AAR Open-Top Carload

as required
ing Rules,

(e) Chain tiedowns wer
M880s irn a crossed fashion, without
wire the hooks clos
become slack.

€ applied to the front tow hooks of
these hooks wired closed,

Failure to
ains to slip off the tow hook

s if chains
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(f) CONEXs secured in gondola cars were restrained by
only two cables attached from each end CONEX to the side of the railcar.
No shoring was used to fill empty spaces. Over 50 percent of these
securing cables were broken and some CONEXs had shifted sideways.
Internal cargo damage, if any, was not determined.

(g) Vehicles were improperly spaced on three flatcars,
with only 4 inches nf space between vehicies as opposed to the minimum
of 12 to 18 inches normally allowed.

g. The Beaumont staging plan was well conceived and executed, It
provided that equipment would be staged in lettered areas by ship and
vehicle type, with each area divided into traffic lanes by vehicle type. It
also provided for planned traffic flows, location of staging areas, and a
color code system for each ship and its respective staging areas.

(1) TCMDs, prepared in advance and indicating the designated
staging area for vehicles, were affixed to each vehicle upon receipt.

(2) Trains were offloaded and equipment was staged well in
advance of the arrival of subsequent trains.

(3) Convoy arrivals were well coordinated. Upon arrival at the
port, TCMD packets were affixed to each vehicle, showing staging
locations,

h, A rail accident occurred at Port Arthur where three parallel
sidings, A, B, and C, extend along the quay with a number of crossover
switches located between them, A string of DODX flatcars, each flatcar
loaded with two M60A1 tanks, was positioned on the quayside, siding A.

A second string of DODX flatcars, each flatcar also loaded with two

M60A1 tanks, was being switched from the rail-holding yard to siding B.
This string of cars collided with the string of cars on siding A, because
one of the crossover switches had not been properly positioned. Two rail-
cars, one on each siding, impacted, causing damage to the four tanks loaded
on them, The damage, however, was limited to turret travel locks on
three tanks and a bogey wheel on one tank (fig 6-6).

3. Vessel loading.

a. General,
(1) Originally, the GTS Callaghan, USNS Meteor, USNS Comet,

and SS Maine (ex-Seatrain) were designated for use in both deployment and
redeployment phases of REFORGER 79. However, on 27 November 1978,
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Figure 6-6. Rail accident, Port Arthur. :

the USNS Comet was deadlined in Europe for boiler repairs and the SS

American Corsair, a Challenger class C4 breakbulk ship, was substituted
for use in the deployment phase only. The SS Maine (ex-Seatrain), a Ready 3
Reserve Force vessel recently overhauled after being idle for 5 years, ‘
was tested during this exercise.

(2) Cargo prestow plans, and the more precise template prestow
plans, were developed well in advance of scheduled outloading for the four
vessels originally designated by MSC. These efforts insured that 9
REFORGER equipment could be adequately stowed aboard the four desig-
nated ships (fig 6-7). The substitution of the SS American Corsair for the
USNS Comet late in the planning phase necessitated that the template plans
for the USNS Meteor and USNS Comet be redone and a prestow plan be
developed for the SS American Corsair.

b. Shiploading operations.

(1) Shiploading operations commenced on 14 December 1978 and
were completed on 30 December 1978, with a 3-day cessation of operations
for the Christmas holidays. Exact loading times are contained in table 6-1.

i T

52




Figure 6-7. Tight stow, SS Maine (cx-Sc-:itrain)

TABLE 6-1
DEPLOYMENT SPOE SHIPLOADING SCHEDULE
Hours Man-hour Summary
Date on Start Cease Elapsed LOLO | RORO Lashing | Ship Sail ing
Vessel Berth Operations Operations Work Time Gangs | Gangs Gangs Time

'\‘vprir.\_n_»f‘mla_v_r‘» 13 Dec 78 | 0805 hrs, 2300 hrs, 112 3,368 02,3 0630 hrs,
14 Dec 78 18 Dec 78 30 Dec 78

USNS Meteor 17 Dec 78 | 1900 hrs. 2125 hrs, 504 662] 900 | 1,439 1020 hrs,
17 Dec 78 19 Dec 78 30 Dec 78

SS Maine 18 Dec 78 | 0855 hrs, 2200 hrs, 85 1,736 0 1,963 2015 hrs,
18 Dec 78 21 Dec 78 27 Dec 78

GTS Callaghan 26 Dec 78 § 0700 hrs, 0740 hrs, 72.7 1500 1,694 2,226 1600 hrs,

27 Dec 78 30 Dec 78 3 Jan 79

(2) Stcvedoriug operations were conducted under contract by
Atlantic and Gulf Stevedores, Incorporated.

(3) Ships were berthed on a staggered basis, which permitted
greater flexibility in the assignment of labor and supervisory personnel,
The SS American Corsair berthed on 13 December at Beaumont's Harbor
Island east wharf, which is well suited to breakbulk operations. The
USNS Meteor berthed on 17 December at the Beaumont Harbor Island west
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wharf, which accommodates side ramp RORO and breakbulk operations,
The SS Maine berthed on 18 December at Port Arthur, This port is well
suited for breakbulk loading, with direct railcar-to-ship loading made
ecasy. A large staging area and a rail-mounted gantry crane are available.
The GTS Callaghan berthed at Beaumont's Main Street wharf number 2 on
26 December, This wharf has stern and side ramp RORO capabilities.

A 60-ton rail-mounted gantry crane is located directly adjacent to the
wharf,

(4) As noted in paragraph 3a(2) above, the substitution of the SS
American Corsair for the USNS Comet precipitated new prestow initiatives,
This necessary since the calculated measurements of programed
REFORGER cargo approximated the capacity of the ships originally
scheduled for use. The substitution of the SS American Corsair added a
new dimension. Even with this prestow planning, some portions of the
GTS Callaghan and USNS Meteor cargo had to be restowed during loading
operations, to insure that all cargo could be accommodated.

(5) Cali-forward procedures for equipment loading were excel-
lent and well planned, with instant relay of equipment requirements from
ship to staging area by hand-held two-way radios,

(6) Military personnel, rather than contract stevedores, drove
tracked vehicles, Wheeled vehicles were driven by stevedores.

(7) Area stevedores were guaranteed overtime, at premium pay,
based upon a planned work schedule of 0700 to 2300 hours daily, in ex-
change for an agreement to continue work in all but heavy rain. This
agreement worked well for both parties, and work was halted only once
during outloading.,

(8) Cargo aboard the SS American Corsair and the SS Maine
was lashed and shored (versus only lashing on RORO ships) to provide the
maximum amount of cargo stability (fig 6-8) during the winter crossings
of the North Atlantic Ocean and North Sea. This procedure required
extra time and effort, but, based on sea conditions during December, was
considered a necessary precaution,

c. SS American Corsair loading.

(1) The SS American Corsair was loaded using ship's gear for
lifting cargo into all cargo holds and onto the main deck, with all six holds
working simultaneously (lashing and shoring operations were conducted in
one hold while an adjacent hold was being loaded).
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Figure 6-8. Lashing and shoring of cargo on SS Maine (ex-Seatrain .

(2) Longshcre gangs were used as indicated in table 6-1.

{(3) Heavy rain caused a cessation of operations on 15 December
from 1200 to 1900,

(4) A faulty winch gear on the number 4 hatch boom caused a
cable to break while lifting an M113A1 into that hold. The vehicle was
dropped about 5 feet onto the hatch cover of the lower tween deck; however,
damage was limited to two road wheels and one shock absorber.

(5) It became apparent during loading operations that the SS
American Corsair could accommodate more cargo than had been planned

for her. Ten M113Als, thirty M15Als, and thirty 1/4-ton trailers desig-
nated for stowage aboard the USNS Meteor were then loaded aboard the
SS American Corsair.

(6) Planned stow was 8, 524 measurement tons. Actual stow was
9, 649 measurements tons.
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d. USNS Meteor loading.

(1) The USNS Meteor was loaded by using the forward and aft
side ramps for roll-on/roll-off operations and the ship's gear for lift-on
operations into hatches 1 and 2 and for deck stowage.

(2) Longshore gangs were used as indicated in table 6-1,

(3) Loads planned for lower decks were not completely attained,
since these holds have relatively low overhead clearances and an adequate
supply of low clearance vehicles was not available. This was caused in
part by vehicles arriving from installations in operational, instead of
reduced, height configuration., Also, low-profile vehicles, such as
M113A1ls, 1/4-ton trucks, and 1/4-ton trailers, which normally would be
stowed in the lower holds, had been loaded aboard the SS American
Corsair. In retrospect, higher profile vehicles should have been shifted
to the SS American Corsair.

(4) A tighter stow might have been achieved on the upper decks
had 1/4-ton trailers been available for use as fill cargo for small unused

spaces.

(5) Extra time was required for stowing equipment in the number
4 upper tween deck, as the last pieces of cargo were difficult to fit into
the remaining space of this last hold to be loaded.

(6) The planned load was 15,460 measurement tons. The actual
load was 14, 966 measurement tons.

e. SS Maine (ex-Seatrain) loading,

(1) Vessel loading was accomplished using a shore crane for
lift-on operations into the hold, and on the main and spar decks., Addi-
tionally, the ship's two 45-ton cranes assisted in loading cargo onto the
spar decks. Equipmernt arriving by rail was lifted directly from railcars
on quay rail sidings to the ship, thus reducing cargo handling requirements.

(2) Longshore gangs were utilized as shown in table 6-1,
(3) On 22 December, the ship's forward crane became inoper-
able due to brake failure. Since recpair parts were not readily available,

crane repairs were delayed pendi ig ship arrival in Europe. No significant
delays resulted from this incident.

(4) Some difficulty was encountered in offloading equipment
directly to the ship from railcars on the quay. As railcars were unloaded,
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they were not moved from beneath the shore crane until all cars in the
string were emptied, thus slowing the operation., To overcome this
difficulty, the crane moved to,a loaded railcar, picked up a piece of cargo,
moved back to the hatch, and lifted the cargo into the hold., It was a time-
consuming operation. A more efficient railcar switching system should
be devised if quay side rail offloading is to be conducted at Port Arthur

in the future,

]

(5) About the time the ship was 50-percent loaded, a conflict
arose between the USCG and MSC concerning the stowage of vehicles with
battery cables connected. The Military Sealift Command stated that it
considered the ship to be a breakbulk vessel, and therefore all vehicle
batteries must be disconnected. Since the ship was half loaded, any effort
to disconnect battery cables would require offloading some vehicles,
especially M60 tanks, since the turrets would have to be rotated to gain
access to battery compartments, Upon learning of this problem, thc
MTMC Gulf Outport Commander contacted the Coast Guard and escorted
the Coast Guard Captain of the Port of Port Arthur aboard the ship. The
Coast Guard declared the SS Maine to be a vehicle-carrying vessel, with
sufficient ventilation and fire-fighting equipment in the holds to preclude
the requirement that vehicle batteries be disconnected. It is necessary
that all agencies concerned agree on ship-loading rules prior to planning
the use of certain vessels,

(6) While loading containers on the spar decks of the SS Maine,
it was learned that the quantity of container-securing pins was not suffi-
cient to accommodate the planned load. Sufficient container-securing pins
were located aboard the SS Washington, berthed nearby, to satisfy the
requirement. Sufficient quantities of container pins should be available
aboard Seatrain-type vessels to accommodate all container fittings.

(7) In anticipation of tracked-vehicle loading aboard the SS Maine,
special spreader bars were fabricated by MSC to permit the use of the
ship's two cranes for heavy lifts. A tandem lift was made using these
spreader bars, when an M60 tank was loaded aboard the SS Maine (fig 6-9).
Heavy-lift spreader bars should be made part of all Seatrain type vessels'
ship's gear to enhance the self-sustaining capabilities of these ships.

(8) A number of convoy vehicles staged at Port Arthur were
found with unsecured items in truck and trailer cargo beds. These items
were unloaded, consolidated, and secured, at considerable expense in
time and effort, by 13th COSCOM personnel, Shipping units must insure
that all cargo loaded aboard trucks and trailers, such as side boards,
tarps, extra parts, and so forth, is properly loaded, secured, and
inspected prior to shipping.
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Figure 6-9.

SS Maine (ex-Seatrain) ship's cranes
used in tandem to lift M60 tanks.

(9) The planned load for the S

S Maine was 10, 007 measurement
tons. The actual load was 11,407 mea

surement tons.

f. GTS Callaghan loadiﬂ.

(1) The GTS Callaghan was loaded by usin
both port side ramps for roll-on/roll
lifting cargo into the number 1 upper
deck loading,

g the stern ramp and
-off operations, the ship's gear for
tween deck, and a shore crane for
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(2) Longshore gangs were utilized as depicted in table 6-1,

(3) After the firgt day of roll-on loading, the stern ramp became
unusable as the ship settled in the water. Subsequently, the aft side ramp
became unusable; however, no clearance problems were encountered with
the forward side ramp,

(4) On the third day of loading, the GTS Callaghan listed heavily
to port as more equipment was stowed on the port side than on the star-
board side. The ship listed even more severely to port whenever a heavy
vehicle was driven up the gide ramp, This caused the ship to rest against
the shore crane that was loading on-deck cargo, The list problem was
subsequently corrected by gtowing more equipment on the starboard side
of the vessel. Stowage should be planned to insure a slight outboard list
to compensate for the port list caused by vehicles rolling aboard side
ramps,

(5) Some difficulty was encountered in moving trailers about the
ship and in positioning them for stowage. A yard hustler/Walter's tractor
with a fifth wheel should be available to move stake and platform trailers,
MZ250 vans, and other fifth-wheel-equipped trailers onto and within the
ship,

(6) The planned load was 23, 971 measurement tons of cargo.
The actual load was 27,883 measurement tons of cargo.

(7) Deck loading of equipment was required on the number 1 hatch
when programmed equipment could not be accommodated in other portions
of the vessel. (Cargo is not normally loaded as far forward on the open
deck in winter because rough seas and ocean spray may result in cargo
damage, )

4. Cargo securement. Wheeled and tracked vehicles are normally
secured aboard RORO vessgels utilizing peck and hale gear. This secure-
ment method is for the mogt part efficient and effective, but requires that
attaching devices compatible with the peck and hale gear be available on
the vehicles being stowed. During this REFORGER, as with past
REFORGER exercises, a considerable number of vehicles arrived at the
SPOE without shackles having been installed at their designated towing
and tiedown points. Also, the wire-rope-loop substitutes mentioned in
paragraph 4c(10), section IV, are not compatible with peck and hale gear.
Transportability doctrine included in transportability guidance technical
manuals requires that shackles be installed on most vehicles at rail out-
loading points. These shackles are compatible with peck and hale gear
and therefore can be used for shipboard stowage. To accommodate the
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use of peck and hale lashing gear during RORO shiploadings at Beaumont
and Port Arthur, approximately 1, 600 commercial equivalent shackles
were locally procured and installed on military vehicles. Although many
different types of vehicles were missing shackles, the most noticeable
was the M113-series tracked vehicles. (As mentioned previously, these
vehicles have BILI towing or T-chackles that are incompatible with
both rail and shipboard tiedown procedures. These T -shackles must be
replaced with approved shackles (clevis-assembly, suspension, bolt-and-

nut type) to achieve effective securement.)

5. Summary and recommendations.

a. Call forward, receipt, staging, segregation, and loading of
REFORGER equipment was well planned and executed, with minimum
equipment damage.

b. The following recommendations are made:

(1) If the port of Port Arthur is to be utilized in future
REFORGER-type operations, a more efficient railcar switching system
be devised to facilitate quayside rail offloading.

(2) Shipping units insure, prior to departure of equipment from
home station, that all cargo loaded aboard trucks and trailers is properly
loaded and secured. Vehicles must be reduced in height for shiploading
in accordance with AR 220-10.

(3) Side ramp loadings of the GTS Callaghan be planned to allow
for an outboard list to compensate for the weight of vehicles rolling aboard
over the side ramps.

(4) A yard hustler or other tractor with a fifth wheel be made
available for moving fifth-wheel-equipped trailers aboard and within the

GTS Callaghan.

(5) Shipping units insure that proper shackles are installed at
vehicle towing and tiedown points to facilitate both rail and shipboard
securement.

(6) All Seatrain-type vessels be outfitted with sufficient quantities
of container pins to accommodate all container fittings. Also, these
vessels have, as a part of the ship's gear, heavy-lift spreader bars.

These measures will enhance the self-sustaining capabilities of these ships.
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SECTION VII

SPOD OPERATIONS -- EUROPE

l. General.

a. A primary objective of REFORGER 79 was to exercise technical
agreements involving the BENELUX line of communications under the
host-nation support concept. European SPOD operations were essentially
a host-nation activity, perforrned by local contractors under the direction
of MTMC TTGE, MTMC BENELUX Terminal, and host-nation military
port authorities. Technical assistance, liaison, documentation, and con-
tract supervision were provided by MTMC BENELUX terminal to the
Belgian and Royal Netherlands Armies for the reception, discharge, and
port clearance of REFORGER cargo (fig 7-1). The GTS Callaghan was
discharged in Amsterdam, the Netherlands, and the USNS Meteor, SS
American Corsair, and SS Maine were discharged in Antwerp, Belgium.

b. Command and control of SPOD operations were exercised jointly
by the two host nations and MTMC TTGE (figs 7-2 and 7-3). An MTMC
TTGE operations center was open in Amsterdam from 15 through 25
January, ana an MTMC TTGE operations center was open in Antwerp
from 15 through 24 January.

c. The MTMC BENELUX terminal was augmented by four teams from
CONUS. The 160th Contract Supervision Team and the 358th Cargo Docu-
mentation Team from the 7th Transporation Group (Terminal), Fort Eustis,
Virginia, assisted at Antwerp, The 140th Contract Supervision Team and
the 172d Cargo Documentation Team from the 13th Corps Support Com-
mand, Fort Bragg, North Carolina, assisted at Amsterdam. Ideally these
teams would assume almost entire responsibility for contract supervision,
assistance, and documentation that are their assigned contingency mis-
sions. Unfortunately, unique REFORGER requirements and peacetime
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